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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER. FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication{s) filed on 17 July 2003 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application Is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 . 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claimts) 13-43 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above clalm(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 13-43 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) S The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 15 December 2003 is/are: a)S accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)IEI All b)n Some * 0)0 None of: 

1 .13 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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3) EI Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 08/26^003 . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to the applicant's preUminary amendment filed on 
07/17/2003. The applicant(s) cancelled claims 1-12, and added new claims 13-43 (see the 
amendment: pages 3-11). 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement submitted on 08/26/2003 
have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 

Specification 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On page 5, line 12, the term "mars" appears to be -marks-. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claims 13-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Regarding claim 13, the limitation "updating the first linear prediction filter using the 
short-term excitation word filtered by a second filter, the second filter having an order greater 
than or equal to 1 and coefficients thereof depending on the long-term gain for reducing a short- 
term excitation contribution when a long-term excitation gain is greater than a threshold" is 
indefinite because: (i) the specification shows the second filter for updating a separate prediction 
filter (PF) (that is not the PF (the first filter) for filtering output of adaptive dictionary as claimed, 
see Figs. 2 and 3), which conflicts with the claimed limitation; (ii) the limitation "the second 
filter having an order greater than or equal to 1 . . has an indefinite upper bound of the order of 
the filter. 

Regarding claims 13-19, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 13, 
because the dependent claims include at least one of the same or similar problematic limitations 
as claim 13. 

Regarding claims 20, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 13, 
because the claim recites the same or similar problematic limitations as claim 13. 

Regarding claims 21-27, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 20, 
because the dependent claims include at least one of the same or similar problematic limitations 
as claim 20. 

Regarding claims 28, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 13, 
because the claim recites the same or similar problematic limitations as claim 13. 
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Regarding claims 29-35, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 28, 
because the dependent claims include at least one of the same or similar problematic limitations 
as claim 28. 

Regarding claims 36, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 13, 
because the claim recites the same or similar problematic limitations as claim 13. 

Regarding claims 37-43, the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 28, 
because the dependent claims include at least one of the same or similar problematic limitations 
as claim 28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 28, 32-36 and 40-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over admitted prior art (see the section of "Background of the Invention" in the specification) 
hereinafter referenced as ADMISSION in view of SU et al. (US 2001/0023395 Al) hereinafter 
referenced as SU. 

As per claim 28, as best understood in wiqw of the rejection under 35 USC 1 12 2nd, 
ADMISSION discloses well known coding device of the CELP type, such as ACELP, with 
recommendation ITU-TG 729 (the specification: page 1, lines 6-8), comprising: 
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"a sampling circuit for sampling speech to obtain successive voice frames each 
comprising a predetermined number of samples" (the specification: page 2, lines 1-10); and 

"a processor for determining parameters of a linear prediction model for each voice 
frame" (the specification: page 2, lines 10-1 1 and page 3, line 1 1), said processor comprising 
"a first extraction module implementing a first linear prediction filter for 

extracting a long-term excitation word from an adaptive coded directory and for 

calculating an associated long-term gain", (the specification: Fig. 1 and page 2, lines 12- 

19; page 3, lines 21-28); 

"a second extraction module for extracting a short-term excitation word from a 

fixed coded directory and for calculating an associated short- term gain" (the 

specification: Fig. 1 and page 2, lines 12-19), 

"a first updating module for updating the adaptive coded directory based upon the 
extracted long-term excitation word and the extracted short- term excitation word", (Fig. 1 and 
page 4, lines 31-32). 

But, ADMISSION does not expressly disclose "a second updating module implementing 
a second filter for filtering the short-term excitation word used for updating a [said first] linear 
prediction filter". However, the feature is well known in the art as evidenced by SU who, in the 
same field of endeavor, discloses 'speech encoder adaptively applying pitch preprocessing with 
warping of target signal' (title) with 'code-excited linear prediction' (abstract), comprising 'the 
optimum excitation sequence in a codebook using an analysis-by-synthesis search procedure' 
(p65 and p600), 'the impulse response... of the weighted synthesis filter ...A(z/y1)/[A(z)A(y2)] 
... by filtering the vector of coefficients of the filter A(z/yl) extended by zeros through the two 
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filters 1/A(z) and 1/A(y2)' (p220), wherein 1/A(z) is a synthesis filter (corresponding to linear 
prediction filter), and that 'the initial states of these filters updated by filter the difference 
between the LP residual and the excitation' (p221), which suggests the updating includes 
synthesis filter 1/A(z). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify ADMISSION by providing an updating mechanism 
including filtering the coefficients of the filter A{zly\) extended by zeros through the two filters, 
as taught by SU, for the purpose (motivation) of updating the states of the synthesis and 
weighting filters in order to compute the target signal for the next subframe (SU: p516). 

As per claim 32 (depending on claim 7), as best understood in view of the rejection under 
35 use 1 12 2nd, even though ADMISSION in view of SU fiarther discloses "said first extraction 
module comprises a first weighting filter" (ADMISSION: Fig. 1), ADMISSION in view of SU 
does not expressly disclose "said second extraction module comprises a second weighting filter 
and a third weighting filter cascaded together; said first weighting filter having a transfer 
function in which a denominator thereof is equal to a numerator of a transfer fianction of said 
second weighting filter". However, SU discloses 'percept weighting filter' (p65 and equation 3), 
wherein denominator and numerator is in combined form (in one filter); and 'weighted synthesis 
filter A(z/y 1)/[A(z)A(y2)] . . . filter A(z/y1) extended by zeros through the two filters 1/A(z) and 
i/A(Y2)' (p220), suggesting a separate form (implying cascaded filters); 'the adaptive postfilter 
is the cascade of three filters' (p536). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that two cascaded filters having 
denominators and numerators with a form (A/x)(x/C), where x is arbitrary, would have 
equivalent fimctionality to two cascaded filters with a form (A/l)(l/C) or one filter with a form 
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(A/C), and to combine teachings of ADMISSION and SU by providing using one of the 
alternative filter forms (such as a cascaded form (A/l)(l/C)) for the encoder system based on 
user's preference and/or design choices, because they have equivalent functionality. 

As per claim 33 (depending on claim 32), as best understood in view of the rejection 
under 35 USC 112 2nd, ADMISSION in view of SU does not expressly disclose "said first and 
third weighting filters are equal". However, SU discloses 'the weighting filters 219 and 251' 
being 'equivalent in fimctionality' (p45), 'the optimum excitation sequence in a codebook using 
an analysis-by-synthesis search procedure' (p65 and p600), 'percept weighting filter' (p65 and 
equation 3), 'weighted synthesis filter A(zJy\)/[A(z)A(y2)] ... filter A{z/y\) extended by zeros 
through the two filters 1/A(z) and 1/A(y2)' (p220) in a separate (implying cascaded) form; 'the 
adaptive postfilter is the cascade of three filters' (p536). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made: (i) to recognize that a filter 
with a form A/C is equivalent to two cascaded filters v^th a form (A/l)(l/C), so that 
ADMISSION in view of SU using the later form for both SU's weighting filters 251 and 268 
(Fig. 2) can be read on the claim in a broad sense; or, (ii) to modify ADMISSION combining 
SU's teachings by providing the equivalent (equal) formant postfilters within blocks 251 and 268 
(Fig.2) and ftirther providing at least one tilt compensation filter (p45, p537), for the purpose 
(motivation) of compensating for the tilt in the formant postfilter (SU: p537). 

As per claim 34 (depending on claim 32), as best understood in view of the rejection > 
under 35 USC 1 12 2nd, ADMISSION in view of SU fiirther discloses "a first formantic 
weighing filter" and "a second formantic weighting filter" (SU: p66). 
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As per claim 35 (depending on claim 32), as best understood in view of the rejection 
under 35 USC 1 12 2nd, ADMISSION in view of SU further discloses that "said second updating 
module also updates said second and thi^d weighting fihers with the short-term excitation word 
filtered by said second filter", (SU: p221 and p516). 

As per claim 36, it recites a mobile cell phone. The rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 28, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 28, 
except the limitations "an antenna" and 'transmission circuitry connected to said antenna". 
However, the feathers are further disclosed by ADMISSION in view of SU (SU: p25, 'speech 
telecommunication system 100' and 'cellular telephony embodiments'; p34, 'a cellular 
telephone'; which necessarily and inherently includes the components/features of the limitations 
recited above). 

As per claim 40-43 (depending on claim 36) the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claims 32-35 respectively, because the claim recites the same or similar 
limitation(s) as claims 32-35 respectively. 



Conclusion 

7. Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) as 
follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 571-273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 571 -273-8300, (for informal or draft commimications, and please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

If no Mail Stop is indicated below, the line beginning Mail Stop should be omitted from the 
address. 
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Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee payments, 
Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) 
and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be delivered by other delivery services (Federal 
Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, Laser, Action, Purolater, etc.) as follows: 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

Customer Window, Mail Stop 

Randolph Building 

Alexandria, VA 22314 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qi Han whose telephone numbers is (571) 272-7604. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Richemond Dorvil, can be reached on (571) 272-7602. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Inquiries regarding the status of submissions 
relating to an application or questions on the Private PAIR system should be directed to the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028 between the 
hours of 6 a.m. and midnight Monday through Friday EST, or by e-mail at: ebc@uspto.gov. For 
general information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 

QH/qh 

March 2, 2007 



